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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

It is unclear what is meant by the term "compound". Claim 8 indicates that CI2 is 
a compound, but chlorine gas is not a compound. Applicant is using a new definition for 
"compound" but it is unclear what that definition is. Using "gas" instead of "compound" 
is one way to overcome the rejection. 

Claim 15 and others indicate that the glass has a material such as aluminum in it. 
It doesn't seem likely that there is such a metal in the preform. Pieces of metal would 
tend to reflect the light. Also it is questionable as to whether fluorine (a gas) is 
considered to be a "material". 

Claim 16 compares the matching of two layers with that of an inner layer. 
Whereas two layers may match, a single layer cannot match nothing - it has to match 
with something else. Alternatively, if the inner layer much match with itself, it has to be 
a perfect match - and thus no other match can be better - nothing is better than that 
which is perfect. 
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Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-2, 4-9, and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ishikawa 61 16055. 

See figure 1, Col.1, lines 54-65 and col. 2, lines 41-47. It is noted that 
atmospheric pressure (i.e. 101 .3 kPa) is greater than 99 kPa. 99 kPa is "about" 101 .3 
kPa. 

Claim 2: See col. 5, lines 35-40. 

Claims 4-5: Figure 3 shows a partial pressure of about 25%. This corresponds 
to roughly a mole percentage of 25%. 

Claims 6-7: referring to col. 3, lines 52-57 - there is a change in index of 0.108%. 
Col. 1, lines 15-18 discloses that 0.1 1% change corresponds to a chlorine content of 
1 %. One could infer that Ishikawa's glass corresponds to a chlorine content of 0.98%. 
It is deemed that 0.9% is "about 1 %". Since 0.98 is greater than 0.9, then 0.98 is 
greater than "about 1%". 

Claim 8 is clearly met. 

Claim 9: see col . 6, Iine38. 

Claim 15 as best understood is met (see col. 5, line 61) 
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Claims 1 6-1 8: From claim 1 8 it is clear that Applicant intends fluorine to be a 
"material". It is clear that the silica material and the fluorine materials have different 
viscosities. Fluorine is a gas at the claimed temperature and thus would have a 
viscosity very near to zero - as compared to the silica material. As indicated on page 1 
of the specification, chlorine reduced the viscosity of glass. Therefore, one would 
reasonably expect that the Ishikawa's chlorine would reduce the viscosity of the glass, 
and not substantially change the viscosity of fluorine - and thus it improves the 
matching. 

Claims 32-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by 
Kyoto 5145507. 

See figure 3 and the text which describes it. The particular gases and pressures 
are method of use limitations and do not substantially impart any structural limitations of 
the apparatus. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 3, 10-14 and 19-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ishikawa 61 16055. 

Ishikawa discloses the invention, except for the sequential dehydration then 
doping. Ishikawa does them simultaneously. Such would have been an obvious 
modification because selection of any order of performing process steps is prima facie 
obvious in the absences of new or unexpected results. In re Burhans, 154 F.2d 690, 69 
USPQ 330 (CCPA 1946). 

Claims: 10-14 are directed towards process parameters that Burhans discloses 
are result effective variables. It would have been obvious routine experimentation to 
determine the optimal temperature, pressure and time period for the process - 
depending upon the desired end product desired. 

Claims 19-31 are met for the reasons given above: the claims have the same 
limitations addressed above. 

Claims 11-12 and 10 and 19-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ishikawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kingery's "Introduction to Ceramics, pages 219-226. 

Kingery is directed to Fick's laws of diffusion. One of ordinary skill in art is 
familiar with such laws. It is easy to see from the equations (for example equation 6.21) 
that the higher the concentration of solute (chlorine in the present invention and in 
Ishikawa) the more of the solute diffuses into the body. And from routine application of 
the Ideal gas law, one knows that the higher the pressure of the gas, the higher the 
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concentration of the solute. It would have been obvious to use a high a pressure as 
reasonably possible, so as to maximize the amount of chlorine in the preform. 
Alternatively, this second reference is used to further demonstrate that pressure is a 
result effective variable. 

Claim 10: from equation 6.1 1 of Kingery, it is clear that diffusion depends on the 
temperature. It would have been obvious to come as close to the 1300 C upper limit 
that Ishikawa teaches without going over, because the higher the temperature the 
quicker the reaction. 

Claims 19-31 are met for the reasons given above: the claims have the same 
limitations addressed above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Hoffmann whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0469. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:00- 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Steve Griffin can be reached on 703-308-1 164. The fax phone numbers for 

the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-305-71 15 for 

regular communications and 703-305-3599 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the John Hoffmann 
status of this application or proceeding should be Primary Examiner 



directed to the receptionist whose telephone 
number is 703-308-0651 . 




